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38 is newly added. Claims 1, 21-36, and 38 are currently pending in the application. 
Reconsideration and allowance of the pending claims are respectfully requested in view of the 
following; 

Responses fo ftgectfofts to Claims - 35 U.S.C, §112 
Claims 1, 21-22, 25-31, 33 and 37 are rejected to under 35 U.S.C, 112, first paragraph, 
as falling to comply with the written description requirement. This rejection is not applicable to 
the amended claims. 

The Office Action supports its rejection of claims 1, 21-22, 25-31. 33 and 3? by arguing 
that the claim recitation "...a data driver applying the data voltages via the data lines and 
performing a column inversion" is not supported by the original disclosure. The Applicants 
n - ctfully disagree, and point to at least paragraph [0081] ~ [0063}, which recite: 

"Let us consider an inversion performed by the data driver 500, which is referred 
to as a driver inversion.* paragraph [0081] 

"For a dot inversion in a narrow meaning, i.e., 1x1 dot inversion, the polarities of 
the two subpixels are equal If P(i+j)«P{k-H), and on the contrary, the their 
polarities are opposite if P (k+l)*P(i+j)." paragraph [0062] 

"For a column Inversion, the polarities of the two subpixels are equal regardless 
of I and J if POK-Pyj, and on the contrary, the their polarities are opposite if 
P(i}#Py)T paragraph [0063] 

These paragraphs help to describe the Issue the disclosure is addressing, discussed in 
the background at paragraph [0004]: 

in such a four color subpixef LCD, since the number of the subpixels Is even, the 
subpixels repres e sa ne t olor (referred to as 'the same colored 

subpixels* hereinafter) appear by unit of even number in a row direction. 
Therefore, a data driving integrated circuit oiGh performing a conventional Nxl 
dot inversion * g ve the 

poianty inversions to the same colored subpixeis. That Is, the same colored 
subpixels in a row are always supplied With the data voltages with the same 
poianty." 

While paragraph [0004] only explicitly mentions dot inversions, the Applicants submit 
iha one of skill in the aft w 1 recogn z 

IO063J also changes polarities of data voHages in each row and will not be able to give polarity 
inversions to the same colored subpixels. 
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safe 1 nes o^d data lines 

that will allow a data driver performing an inversion that changes polarities of data voltages for 
immediately adjacent subpixeis in each row to give polarity Inversions to same colored 
sub-pixels. 

Thus, the Applicants submit that the claim recitations directed to a data driver applying 
the data voltages via the data lines and performing a column inversion is not new matter, and 
respectfully request that the rejection be withdrawn- 
Claims 2S-31 and 34-35 are rejected to under 35 U.S.C, 112, second paragraph, as 
! t attes & rich 

Applicant regards as the invention. This resection is not applicable to the amended claims. 

The Office Action states that the variable W in claim 22 renders the claim vague and 
indefinite. Claim 22 has been amended to remove references the variable 'H\ The Office 
Action also states that the word 'type' in the terms 'first type pair and second type paid in 
claims 28 and 34 and their dependent claims render an otherwise definite expression indefinite. 
Claims 28 and 34 and their dependent claims have been amended to remove the word 'type' 
from the farms 'first type pair and 'second type pair'. Therefore, the Applicants respectfully 
request that the rejection be withdrawn. 

Rmpatisss to Rejections to Ckthm - 3$ US.C §10$ 
Claims 1 and .21-37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sawahe (U.S. Patent No 7,1 13,159) (Sawabe). This rejection is not applicable to the amended 
claims. 

Independent claim 1 recites, in part: 

*s a red 

subpixei, a green subpixei, a blue subpixei. and a white subplxei, each red 
subpixei. green subpixei. blue subpixei, and white subpixei has a switching 
element, and pixels are arranged in the matrix to provide a plurality of rows of 
nd a plural c - ija * urality oi 

gate lines for transn * * turning on or off dtc 

elements, wherein one of the plurality of gate lines is located between each pair 
of immediately adjacent rows m the plurality of rows of adjacent pixels: and a 

Itagea, wnere no I < ahh, 
data lines is located between each pair of immediately adjacent columns in the 
plurality of columns of adjacent subpsxels * 

As the PTO recognises in MPEP §2142: 
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The Examiner bears the Initial burden of factually supporting any prima facie 
conclusion of obviousness. If the Examiner does not produce a prima facie case, 
the applicant Is under no obligation to submit evidence of nonobviousnass. 

The USPTO clearly cannot establish a pnm^ fmm sme of obviousness in connection 
with the % i I M sons: 

35 U.8.C, §1 03(a) provides that 

fa] patent may not be obtained,,. it the differences between the subject matter 
sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a 
whole would have been obvious at the time the invent! » 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains,... (emphasis 
added) 

Thus when evaluating Jim f I s i ! b c <■ ess aj ! 

However, the references, alone, or in any combination, do not teach a 
structure In which P . polarities of voltages applied to same-colored subplxels of two 
immediately adjacent pixels in a row are different from each other" in a matnx where each pixel 
includes four colors, as in Claim 1, The Office Action states that it would have been obvious to 
a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was mad© to disclose a dot Inversion 
methodology of the type recited in Claim 1 to Sawabe's device (see Office Action, page 9). The 
Office Action also goes on to describe different types of conventional inversion methods and 
states that selection of one of the conventional inversion methods would be "a design choice" 
(see Office Action, pace 9), 

Applicant disagrees with this assertion because the polarity scheme of Claim 1 differs 
from any of the conventional ones described by the Office Action, in a typical dot or column 

inversion, polarities of the applied data voltages are. typically In a traditional three- 

colored-aubpixei arrangement, subplxels having the same color adjacent pixels have different 
data voltage larities vv-th this inversion scheme. However, when there are four-colored 
subpixeis as in Claim 1, the traditional +.+-+-+-... scheme does not result in polarities of 
voltages applied to same-colored subpixeis of immediately adjacent pixels being different. To 
e • < r the applied dal « * - m the tra Dual scheme, 

for example as *-+-+.+.. . . This type of non-traditional inversion scheme results in suopsxels of 
fb same cob that are locate « N > c ! ^ 1 ow being con efed to 

different gate lines to lessen crosstalk or flicker 

Sawabe discloses a matrix of pixels in rows and columns . with each pixel including a red 
pixel, a green pixel, a blue pixel, and a white pixel, In Fig, 12, reproduced below. 
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Applying the conventional inversion scheme to Sawabe's device would not 

have resulted "polarities of voltage applied to same-colored subpixels of two Immediately 
adjacent pixels ... [being] different from each other" as recited tn Claim 1 Hence, Claim 1 is not 
of known elements. 

Dependent claims 21-36 depend from and further limit independent claim 1 and are 
submitted as allowable tor at least tne reasons stated above. 

Therefore, if is impossible to render the subject matter of the claims as a whole obvious 
based on a single reference or any combination of the references, and the above explicit terms 
of the statute cannot be met. As a result, the USPTG's burden of factually supporting a prims 
facie case of obviousness clearly cannot be met with respect to the claims, and a rejection 
under 3b U.S.C §1 03(a) is not applicable. 

These tore, i 
be allowable, 

in view of all of the above, the allowance of claims 1 and 21-38 is respectfully requested. 
The amended claims are supported by the original application, 



if any fees, including extension of Lme feas : are necessary, the extension of time is 
hereby requested, and the Commissioner ss hereby authorized to charge any fees to Haynes 
and Boone. LLP's Depose Account Mo. 50-5029 

The Examiner is invited to call the undersigned at (408) 331-1672 if a telephone 
conference would expedite or atd the prosecution arid examination of this application. 



Respectfully 
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Kieun "Jenny" Sung 
Registration No. 48,639 
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